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DETAILED ACTION 

This communication is responsive to Amendment, filed 01/12/2007. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 14-24, 25-28, and 29 are pending in this application. This action is made 

Final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 14-15, 19-23, 25-28, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lynn (U.S. Pat. No 6,595,859), Humes (U. S. Pat No. 5,996,01 1), Swift (U.S. 
Pat No. 6,895,111), and Crawford (U.S. Pat. No. 6,781,608). 

Per claim 1 , Lynn teaches a system for providing discretionary viewing control in 
displaying data, comprising: 

a display for displaying data, the display comprising a plurality of pixels (col. 1, lines 50- 
53; col. 4, lines 63-67; col. 5, lines 15-30) and 

an integrated circuit in connection with said display for processing said data (col. 4, lines 
53-62), wherein, for each of the plurality of pixels, said data comprises at least first and second 
portions of data that are linked together, the first portion including payload data (fig. 2 and 3; col. 
1, lines 43-50; col. 5, lines 22-30) and the second portion including metadata (fig. 3; col. 1, lines 
50-67), wherein said payload data comprises content for the pixel (fig. 2 and 3; col. 1, lines 43- 
50; col. 5, lines 22-30) and said metadata comprises a value selected from a predefined set of 
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values which classified the pixel independently for other pixels (fig. 3; col. 1, lines 50-67; col. 3, 
lines 14-25; col. 4, lines 10-24), whereby, because each of the pixels are individually classified 
according to a particular metadata value selected from the predefined set of values, said 
integrated circuit is able to perform operation on individuals pixels based on their metadata (fig. 
3; col. 1, lines 50-67; col. 3, lines 14-25; col. 4, lines 10-24). 

Lynn does not specifically teach said data is image data, and a filter for obscuring the 
content of only a plurality of pixels that has a metadata value that exceeds a discretionary 
threshold value without preventing the display of the content of the plurality of pixels that does 
not have a metadata value that exceeds the discretionary threshold value. However, Humes 
teaches a filter for blocking the content of only a plurality of pixels that has a metadata value that 
exceeds a discretionary threshold value without preventing the display of the content of the 
plurality of pixels that does not have a metadata value that exceeds the discretionary threshold 
value (col. 2, lines 56-63; col. 3, lines 1-8; col. 4, lines 55-58). Swift teaches said data is image 
data, and a filter for detecting the content of a plurality of pixels that has a metadata value that 
exceeds a discretionary threshold value (figs. 2 and 3; image file analysis 160; col. 3, lines 10- 
47). Crawford teaches technique for obscuring the content of the image data (col. 1, lines 35- 
40). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include the teaching of Humes and Crawford in the invention of Lynn in order to 
allow the user to download and view only the portions of the web page which are not 
objectionable, to provide a provide a method for evaluating a graphic image for the presence of 
objectionable visual content, and to provide a blurred view of data content that is objectionable. 

Claim 3 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 
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Claim 14, is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 

Per claim 15, Lynn teaches the data frame of claim 14, wherein the content comprises 
multiple channels of content (col. 1, lines 43-50; col. 5, lines 22-30). 
Claim 19 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 

Per claim 20, Lynn teaches the system of claim 19, wherein the processing means 
comprises hardware, software and/or firmware (fig. lb; col. 3, lines 43-65). 

Per claim 21, Lynn teaches the system of claim 19, wherein the processing means 
comprises a graphic board, a browser of markup language documents, and/or an email program 
(figs. 2 and 3; col. 5, lines 43-65; col. 4, lines 20-24 and lines 39-45). 

Per claim 22, Lynn teaches the system of claim 19, wherein the particular categories 
comprises violent content, pornographic content, and advertisements (figs. 2 and 3; col. 1, lines 
43-50; col. 5, lines 22-26). 

Claim 23 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 2. 

Per claim 25, Crawford teaches wherein obscuring the content of only a plurality of pixel 
comprises at least one of blurring, scrambling, and displaying the pixels as black, showing only 
silhouette (fig. 10A; col. 1, lines 35-40). 

Claim 26 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 25. 

Claim 27 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 25. 

Claim 28 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 25. 

Claim 29 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1. 
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Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lynn (U.S. Pat. 
No 6,595,859), Humes (U. S. Pat No. 5,996,01 1), Swift (U.S. Pat No. 6,895,1 1 1), Crawford 
(U.S. Pat. No. 6,781,608) and Reilly (U.S. Pat. No. 6,580,422). 

Per claim 5, the modified Lynn teaches the method of claim 3, but does not teach wherein 
the display is a display on a wireless terminal, and the step of supplying image data to the display 
comprises supplying said image data to the display on the wireless terminal. However, Reilly 
teaches the display is a display on a wireless terminal, and the step of supplying data to the 
display comprises supplying said data to the display on the wireless terminal (col. 2, lines 1-10 
and lines 23-29). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to include the wireless computer as taught by Reilly in the invention of the 
modified Lynn in order to provide users with transfer of display information to a remote 
computer through a wireless data link. 

Claims 16-17, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lynn (U.S. Pat. No 6,595,859) in view of Humes (U. S. Pat No. 5,996,01 1), Swift (U.S. Pat No. 
6,895,1 1 1), Crawford (U.S. Pat. No. 6,781,608) and Blumenau (U.S. Pat. No. 6,108,637). 

Per claim 16, the modified Lynn teach the system of claim 1, but does not teach wherein 
the integrated circuit comprises means for displaying a display metric, said display metric being 
the result of multiplying the number of pixels having certain metadata value by the amount of 
time the pixels are visible on the display. However Blumenau teaches the integrated circuit 
comprises means for displaying a display metric, said display metric being the result of 
multiplying the number of pixels having certain metadata value by the amount of time the pixels 
are visible on the display (fig. 4A-4F; col. 7, lines 9-30; col. 14, lines 1-1 9).. Therefore, it would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the 
teaching of Blumenau in the invention of the modified Lynn in order to determine as to whether 
and for how long the content display is fully or partially hidden by other displayed images. This 
information can be useful to indicate the amount of time that the content display was visible to 
an observer and to aid the content provider in determining which regions of a display screen the 
content is most likely to be unobstructed. 

Claim 17 is rejected under the same. rationale as claim 16. 

Claim 24 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 16. 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lynn (U.S. Pat. 
No 6,595,859) in view of Humes (U. S. Pat No. 5,996,01 1), Swift (U.S. Pat No. 6,895,1 11), 
Crawford (U.S. Pat. No. 6,781,608), and Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA). 

Per claim 18, the modified Lynn teaches the image data frame of claim 14, but does not 
teach wherein the payload data comprises a red channel, a blue channel, a green channel, a Z- 
buffering channel, and an alpha channel. However, AAPA teaches the payload data comprises a 
red channel, a blue channel, a green channel, a Z-buffering channel, and an alpha channel (Page 
6, lines 3-20). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to include the teaching of AAPA in the invention of the modified Lynn in 
order for a computer to process and to display a desired mix of colors for images on a computer 
screen. 

Response to Arguments 
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Applicant's primary argument is that Lynn does not teach "the plurality of pixels having 
n 

a first portion in includi ng payload data and the second portion including metadata" (page 19 of 
remarks). 

The examiner does not agree for the following reasons: 

During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given >their< broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." > In re Hyatt, 211 F.3d 1367, 1372, 
54 USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 
550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

In this case, Lynn reads on the claim limitation of the plurality of pixels having a first 
portion in including payload data (payload data: a prize available at a particular coordinate, 
see col. 1, lines 56-62; col 3, lines 30-41), and the second portion including metadata (metadata: 
x-y coordinates for winning pixel see col 1, lines 50-67; col 4, lines 10-24). 

In addition, the application also points out that "nowhere in the cited portion of the 
Humes either individually or in combination with Lynn, Swift and Crawford, is there any 
mention, teaching or suggestion relating to a filter for blocking the content of only a plurality of 
pixels that has metadata value that exceeds a discretionary threshold value." 

The examiner does not agree for the following reasons: 
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During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given >their< broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." > In re Hyatt, 21 1 F.3d 1367, 1372, 
54 USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F. 2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 
550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

In this case, Humes teaches a filter for blocking the content of only a plurality of pixels 
that are forbidden (see, col. 3, lines 5-9, certain portions of the web page are being blocked. It is 
noted that the portions of the web page that are being blocked can contain plurality of pixels). 
Swift teaches a filter for detecting the content of a plurality of pixels that has a metadata value 
that exceeds a discretionary threshold value (figs. 2 and 3; threshold 190; col. 3, lines 10-47). 
Accordingly, Humes and Swift read on the claimed limitation. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thanh T. Vu whose telephone number is (571) 272-4073. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur and every other Fri 7:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine L. Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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